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and Decoupled Rate Structures, Docket Nos. E-000005-08-0314 and G-00000C-08- 
0314. 

Dear Colleagues and Parties to the Docket: 

Attached you will find a Draft ACC Policy Statement regarding Utility Disincentives to Energy 
Efficiency and Decoupled Rate Structures. You will see that it includes a detailed account of the 
Commission’s workshops on these issues held over the course of this year, as well as a series of 
policy statements, followed by an ordering paragraph. 

I welcome the comments of all those involved with the workshops on this proposed policy 
statement. In addition to providing their input on the draft policy statement, I would like the 
utilities that participated in the workshops to answer the following question: 

1. The Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratories’ (“LBNL”) analysis of the benefits 
associated with the commission’s Energy Efficiency Standard, as presented and 
discussed in the workshops, identified $5.2 billion of ratepayer bill savings at Tucson 
Electric Power (“TEP”) and Arizona Public Service Company (“APS”) combined, 
even accounting for the rate impacts associated with decoupling. Please confirm for 
the Commission the basis of these savings, i.e. I would like both TEP and APS to 
identify which generation plants, both baseload and peaking, will be deferred as a 
result of the energy efficiency standard and for how long those plants will be 
deferred. 
If any utility that advocated for decoupling now believes that any of the deferrals 
identified in the LBNL analysis will not occur, please state so and any reasons for this 
change in assessment. 
Please tell the Commission what your 201 1 Integrated Resource Plans, to be filed 
soon with the Commission pursuant to the ACC’s IRP rules, will state with regard to 
the Energy Efficiency Standard’s impact on generation deferrals at your utility. 

2. 

3. 
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Workshops on decoupling and a 

("LBNL,") examining the potential impacts of energy efficiency savings goals and 

decoupling through 2030. The Regulatory Assistance Project also participated in and 

provided technical assistance during the Commission Workshops. 
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TEP expressed a preference for a by class rne~hanisrn,~~ and SWG expressed a preference 

for application to all classes.40 

May 3,2010 Workshop 

The May 3,2010 workshop principally addressed rate design issues associated 





communities as possible and touching all customers with energy efficiency programs, so 
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utilities responded that service quality was being addressed in existing operations, but 
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nationally, decoupling mechanisms tend to result in adjustments that are less than three 

TEP’s decoupling calculations resulted in similar findings to APS, largely falling 

below three per~ent.’~ Similar results were identified for both UNS Electric and UNS 
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of decoupling models and related issues. The initial review period should be three years 
or until the company files its next rate case after a decoupling or alternative mechanism is 






